
Cambridge Semitic Languages and Cultures

obp

This volume explores an underappreciated feature of the standard Tiberian Masoretic 
tradition of Biblical Hebrew, namely its composite nature. Focusing on cases of dissonance 
between the tradition’s written (consonantal) and reading (vocalic) components, the study 
shows that the Tiberian spelling and pronunciation traditions, though related, interdependent, 
and largely in harmony, at numerous points reflect distinct oral realisations of the biblical 
text. Where the extant vocalisation differs from the apparently pre-exilic pronunciation 
presupposed by the written tradition, the former often exhibits conspicuous affinity with 
post-exilic linguistic conventions as seen in representative Second Temple material, such as 
the core Late Biblical Hebrew books, the Dead Sea Scrolls, Ben Sira, rabbinic literature, the 
Samaritan Pentateuch, and contemporary Aramaic and Syriac material. On the one hand, 
such instances of written-reading disharmony clearly entail a degree of anachronism in 
the vocalisation of Classical Biblical Hebrew compositions. On the other, since many of the 
innovative and secondary features in the Tiberian vocalisation tradition are typical of sources 
from the Second Temple Period and, in some cases, are documented as minority alternatives 
in even earlier material, the Masoretic reading tradition is justifiably characterised as a 
linguistic artefact of profound historical depth.

As with all Open Book publications, this entire book is available to read for free on the 
publisher’s website. Printed and digital editions, together with supplementary digital material, 
can also be found at www.openbookpublishers.com

Cover image: T-S AS 8.129. A leaf from a Cairo Geniza biblical codex containing Gen. 30.17–20 and 
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18. I-Y WE-YIQṬOL FOR WEQAṬAL

By and large in Tiberian BH prose, there is a clearcut functional 
difference between we-yiqṭol and weqaṭal forms. Whereas the for-
mer are used fairly exclusively in 1st- and 3rd-person for what 
Bybee et al. (1994, 179) call ‘speaker-oriented modality’, i.e., di-
rectives indicating the speaker’s will,1 the latter have much 
broader future force, including indicative meaning and both 
‘speaker-oriented’ and ‘agent-oriented modality’ (see Bybee et al. 
1994, 176–81; Shulman 1996, 180; Verstraete 2007, 32–35; Cook 
2012, 247–48; Dallaire 2014, 39; Hornkohl 2018, 31–32; 2021, 
378–80, 383–86).  

In a well-known functional subcategory of the modality sig-
nalled by we-yiqṭol, the structure serves to encode final, e.g., pur-
pose and result, clauses. Though real-world purposes and results 
(and speaker-oriented modality, more generally) can also be 
communicated via weqaṭal, the latter much less transparently ex-
presses these meanings. In sum, then, in BH prose we-yiqṭol nor-
mally has jussive semantics, whether subordinated to a previous 
(normally directive volitional) verb (1) or merely coordinate with 
a previous jussive (2). 

1 The parallel 2nd-person form is not we-tiqṭol, but the imperative u-qṭol 
(JM §116f; cf. Lambdin 1973, 119, §107c; Muraoka 1997). 
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נוּ   (1) מוּתֵָׂ֑ כִדְּ נוּ  מֵֶ֖ צַלְּ בְּ ם  אָדָ֛ ה  עֲשֵֶ֥ נַַֽ ים  אֱלֹהִֵ֔ אמֶר   ֹ דוּ  וַי יִרְּׁ וֹף    וְּׁ ע  וּבְּ ם  הַיֶָ֜ ת  גַָֹ֨ בִדְּ

רֶץ׃  ש עַל־הָאַָֽ רמֵֵֹ֥ מֶש הַָֽ כָל־הָרֶֶ֖ רֶץ וּבְּ כָל־הָאֵָ֔ הֵמָה֙ וּבְּ יִם וּבַבְּ  הַשָמֵַ֗
 ‘Then God said, “Let us make humankind in our image, after 

our likeness, so they may rule over the fish of the sea and 
the birds of the air, over the cattle, and over all the earth, and 
over all the creatures that move on the earth.”’ (Gen. 1.26) 

אֵַ֤  (2) ךֵָ֔ וְּ תְּ ךְ אַֹֽ בָרֵ  ךֹׁ֖ ל שַדַי֙ יְּ רְּׁ יַּפְּׁ בֶָ֑ך וְּׁ יַּרְּׁ ים׃  וְּׁ ל עַמִַֽ הֵַ֥ יתָ לִקְּ הָיִֶ֖ וְּ  
 ‘God Almighty bless you and make you fruitful and mul-

tiply you, that you may become a company of peoples.’ 
(Gen. 28.3) 

By contrast, in order to express more generic futurity 
and/or the speaker-oriented modality of what convention says 
should or must happen, rather than we-yiqṭol, weqaṭal is the norm, 
e.g.,  

יךָ  (3) א עָלֶָׂ֑ רָ  הוֶָ֖ה נִקְּ ם יְּ י שֵֵ֥ רֶץ כִ֛ י הָאֵָ֔ רָאוּ֙ כָל־עַמֵ  וּוְּ אֹׁ֖ יִָָֽֽרְּׁ ךָ׃  וְּׁ מִמֶַֽ  
 ‘And all the peoples of the earth shall see that you are called 

by the name of the LORD, and they shall be afraid of you.’ 
(Deut. 28.10) 

Similarly, the weqaṭal  ָהָיִֶ֖ית -in example (2), though perhaps con וְּ
textually interpretable as purposive (as in the gloss), is formally 
unspecified for anything more than just futurity, meaning that it 
can just as well be taken as ‘and you will become’. 

In most forms of Second Temple Hebrew, the CBH TAM 
system, with its pragmatically distinct pairs of conversive and 
non-conversive perfective past forms (wayyiqṭol and qaṭal) and 
habitual/future forms (weqaṭal and yiqṭol), persists.2 In all forms 

 
2 See Rabin (1958, 155; 1972, 371–73; 1976, 1015–16 fn. 2) on the rare 
attestation of conversive forms in Talmudic narrative. 
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of post-exilic Hebrew, however, the system witnesses at least 
some degree of erosion and, in certain cases, has been nearly or 
even totally eclipsed. For purposes of the present discussion, a 
crucial development is the use of the so-called non-conversive 
forms preceded by the simple conjunction ו -  with the semantic 
values they have without the preceding conjunction, i.e., we-qaṭal 
for perfective past (just like qaṭal) and we-yiqṭol for future (just 
like yiqṭol). 

1.0. Second Temple Evidence 

1.1. Late Biblical Hebrew 

The LBH verbal system, in general, and the use of yiqṭol, more 
specifically, largely adhere to CBH norms (Cohen 2013, 151–92). 
Even so, a significant departure from CBH convention is the use 
of we-yiqṭol for temporally ‘sequential’ eventualities (Cohen 
2013, 151, 171–73). Consider example (4): 

י׃ ... (4) עַמִַֽ בֶר בְּ ח דֶֶ֖ אִם־אֲשַלֵַ֥ וּוְּ עֶ֨ יִכָנְּׁ ם  וְּׁ י עֲלֵיהֵֶ֗ מִ  רָא־שְּ ֵּ֣קְּ ר נִַֽ י אֲשֶָ֧ יִִֽ עַמִֶ֜ לוּ  וְּׁ לְּׁ ִֽ פַּ   תְּׁ

וּ שּ֣ קְּׁ יבַּ י    וִִֽ בוּפָנֵַ֔ ֹׁ֖ יָשֻׁ יִם    וְּׁ מִן־הַשָמֵַ֔ ע  מַ  אֶשְּ וַאֲנִי֙  ים  הָרָעִָׂ֑ ם  כֵיהֶ  ח  מִדַרְּ לַּ אֶסְּׁ   וְּׁ

ם  חַטָּאתֵָ֔ פָֹׁ֖אלְּ אֶרְּׁ ם׃  וְּׁ צַָֽ  אֶת־אַרְּ
 ‘…and if I send pestilence against my people, 14 and my 

people who are called by my name humble themselves, 
and pray and seek my face and turn from their wicked 
ways, then I will hear from heaven and will forgive their 
sin and heal their land.’ (2 Chron. 7.13b–14) 

The passage presents a complex conditional clause that consists 
of a compound protasis and a compound apodosis. In both halves 
of the clause we-yiqṭol constructions comprise all but the first 
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verb. In CBH, these would almost certainly have been weqaṭal 
forms. A classic diachronic parallel may be seen in example (5): 

י  ...  (5) ים עִמָדִֵ֗ ה אֱלֹהִֶ֜ יֶָֹ֨ מָרַּ נִי  אִם־יִהְּ ךְ    וּשְּׁ י הוֹלֵֵ֔ ר אָנֹכִ  רֶךְ הַזֶה֙ אֲשֶ  ןבַדֶַ֤ נִָֽתַּ חֶם  וְּׁ י לֶ֛ ־לִֵ֥

ש׃   בַֹֽ גֶד לִלְּ ל וּבֵֶ֥ י  21לֶאֱכֶֹ֖ תִּ֥ בְּׁ שַּ י    וְּׁ ית אָבִָׂ֑ וֹם אֶל־בֵ  שָלֶ֖ הָיָה֧בְּ ים׃    וְּׁ י לֵאלֹהִַֽ הוָ֛ה לִֶ֖ יְּ

ית אֱלֹהִָׂ֑   22 יֶֶ֖ה בֵ  ה יִהְּ תִי֙ מַצֵבֵָ֔ מְּ את אֲשֶר־שַ֙ ֵֹ֗ בֶן הַז הָאֶ  ר  וְּ י עַשֵֶ֖ ר תִתֶן־לִֵ֔ כלֹ֙ אֲשֶ  ים וְּ

ךְ׃  נוּ לַָֽ רֵֶ֥  אֲעַשְּ
 ‘…If God is with me and keeps me in this way that I go, 

and gives me bread to eat and clothing to wear, and I re-
turn to my father’s house in peace, then the LORD will be 
my God, and this stone, which I have set up for a pillar, will 
be God’s house. And of all that you give me I will give a full 
tenth to you.”’ (Gen. 28.20b–22) 

Here, all conditions save the initial one after אִם ‘if’ are weqaṭal, 
as is the first verb of the apodosis,  הָיָָ֧ה  .’then (the LORD) shall be‘ וְּ
These leaves just three non-weqaṭal verbs, which form is pre-
cluded due to preverbal elements preventing clause-initial posi-
tion. 

Such sequential uses of we-yiqṭol, while constituting a no-
ticeable departure from CBH norms, are relatively rare through-
out most of the LBH corpus. Indeed, to the series of six such forms 
in 2 Chron. 7.14 in example (4) above, Cohen (2013, 172, fn. 42) 
adds cases in Est. 1.19; Neh. 6.13; 8.15; Dan. 12.4, 10; 2 Chron. 
2.15; 14.6.3  

Significantly, in his discussion of the LBH verbal system, 
Cohen (2013, 15) expressly omits Qohelet. While this is under-

 
3 Cohen (2013, 172 fn. 42) also lists we-yiqṭol cases in Dan. 1.12–13; 1 
Chron. 13.2; 2 Chron. 12.8, but these are better seen as having classical 
purposive semantics. 
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standable insofar as Qohelet’s verbal system differs markedly 
from that of the core LBH works—Esther, Daniel, Ezra–Nehe-
miah, and Chronicles—nevertheless, the language of Qohelet is 
widely regarded as reflecting a late chronolect (Delitzsch 1877, 
190–99; Driver 1898, 474–75; Hurvitz 1990; 2007; Schoors 
1992–2004; Seow 1996). Further, when it comes to the matter of 
non-conversive we-qaṭal and we-yiqṭol forms, Qohelet appears to 
be farther along the developmental continuum than any other 
biblical book. In Qohelet, perfective past we-qaṭal routinely 
comes where one expects wayyiqṭol in CBH,4 whereas fu-
ture/habitual we-yiqṭol is nearly as common as future/habitual 
weqaṭal.5 

1.2. Dead Sea Scrolls Hebrew 

1.2.1. The Biblical Dead Sea Scrolls 

As should be expected, classical usage of we-yiqṭol is the norm in 
the BDSS. Even so, in some Qumran renditions of biblical texts a 
drift from future/imperfective weqaṭal to future/imperfective we-

 
4 There are only three cases of wayyiqṭol in the book—1.17; 4.1, 7—
against 31 cases of perfective past we-qaṭal: 1.13, 16; 2.5, 9, 9, 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, 15, 17, 18, 20; 3.22; 4.1, 4, 7; 5.13, 13, 18; 8.10, 15, 17; 
9.14, 14, 14, 15, 15, 16; 12.9 (?), 9 (?). 
5 Schoors (1992–2004, I:86–89) provides a corrective for extreme views, 
listing 15 cases of classical weqaṭal in the book, to which Qoh. 1.5, 5; 
8.10; and 10.3 should be added. Future/habitual we-yiqṭol comes 
around 13 times: 1.18; 2.19; 6.12; 7.7; 8.10; 12.4, 4, 5, 5, 5, 6, 6, 7. The 
occurrences in 11.8–9 are passably classical jussives. The unique genre 
of Qohelet may also have contributed to its rare use of conversive verbal 
forms. 
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yiqṭol is evident (Muraoka 2000, 210–11; Qimron 2018, 369, fn. 
2). Kutscher (1974, 357–58) lists many examples from 1QIsaa, 
e.g., (6):  

... ויבחורולסריסים אשר ישמורו את שבתות̇י   כיא כוה אמר יהוה (6)  
י    תוֹתֵַ֔ רוּ֙ אֶת־שַבְּ מְּ ר יִשְּ רִיסִים֙ אֲשֶַ֤ ה לַסַָֽ הוֵָ֗ ר יְּ ה ׀ אָמַ  וּכִי־כֹ  חֲרֹׁ֖ ... וּבִָֽ  

 ‘Thus says the LORD to the eunuchs who keep my sabbaths 
and choose…’ (1QIsaa 46.14–15 || MT Isa. 56.4) 

The Great Isaiah Scroll is renowned among DSS biblical material 
for its frequent departures from classical norms, but other exam-
ples of DSS biblical material also present cases of we-yiqṭol paral-
lel to weqaṭal in the MT:  

וּ || and they will be’ (4Q7 f2.3)‘ ויהיו  הָיַ֤  (MT Gen. 1.14) וְּ
קָמוּ || and there will arise’ (4Q9 f3–4.2)‘ ויקמו  ּ֠  .MT Gen) וְּ

41.30) 
ה || and it will be’ (XHev/Se5 f1.5)‘ ויהיה  הָיָָ֞  .MT Exod) וְּ

13.14) 
תִים֮  || and I will gather them’ (4Q72 f44–50.7)‘ ואקבצם  קִבַצְּ  וְּ

(MT Jer. 31.8) 
 and (the heavens and the earth) will shake’ (4Q78‘ ו֯ירעשו 

f18–20.9)  || ּו רָעֲשֶ֖  (MT Joel 4.16) וְּ
יוּ ||  and they will be’ (4Q76 4.4)‘ ויהיו  הָ   (MT Mal. 3.17) וְּ
חָנֵָׂ֑נִי || and he will have mercy on me’ (4Q98a f2ii.2)‘ וי̇]חנני   וְּ

(MT Ps. 30.11)6 

 
6 It is, of course, possible that one or more of these cases reflect an 
interpretive rather than a linguistic difference, i.e., purposive/result se-
mantics instead of more broadly future force. 
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1.2.2. The Non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls 

Like the BDSS, the NBDSS by and large demonstrate adherence 
to the classical norms of the so-called conversive wayyiqṭol and 
weqaṭal. Yet, it is widely acknowledged that the NBDSS deviate 
from classical norms much more frequently than the BDSS. This 
is very clear in the case of use of we-yiqṭol where CBH would opt 
for weqaṭal (Smith 1991, 59; Muraoka 2000, 210–11; Qimron 
2018, 369). An example of Rewritten Bible (or Reworked Scrip-
ture), The Temple Scroll (11QTa = 11Q19), with up to 60 cases 
showcases this usage, both where it cites biblical passages and 
where it presents independent material (Hornkohl 2021b, 147–
49, esp. fn. 53; a lower figure is reported by Smith 1991, 59). 
From Temple Scroll biblical material, consider: 

בגדיו ורחץ ]במים  ויכבס...  (7)  
כִבֶ֧ס...   יו        וְּׁ גָדָ֛ ץ בְּ רָחֵַ֥ יִם    וְּ בַמֶַ֖  
 ‘And he will wash his clothes and bathe in water’ (11QTa 

51.3 || MT Num. 19.19b) 

In (7), against the series of two weqaṭal forms in MT Num. 19.19b, 
11QTa has an apparently synonymous combination of we-yiqṭol 
and weqaṭal forms. Further examples from Rewritten Bible texts 
include: 

ר || and he will speak’ (4Q175 1.6)‘ וידבר  דִבֶ   .MT Deut) וְּ
18.18)  

נִי || and they will stone me (4Q365 7i.3)‘ ויסוקלוני  קָלַֻֽ  MT) וּסְּ
Exod. 17.4) 

ר || and he will speak’ (11QT 6.15)‘ וידבר  דִבֵֶ֥  (MT Deut. 20.2) וְּ
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 .MT Deut) וּמֵת֙  || and (the man) will die (11QT 56.11)‘ וימת 
17.12) 

Such material also furnishes cases without biblical parallels, in-
cluding: 

מדמו באצבעו על   ויתן ]     [...  ̊ ו ב̇   ויכפר הפר השני אשר לעם    ויקח ...  

 ]מזבח...  קרנות ה̇ 
 ‘Then he will take the second bull, the one for the people, 

and he will make atonement with it [   ]… and he will 
put some of its blood with his finger on the horns of the 
altar’ (11QTa 16.14–16) 

פי הדבר   ועל  יגידו לכה  פי התורה אשר  יואמרו לכה    ועשיתה על  אשר 

 לכה באמת ויגידו מספר התורה
 ‘and you must act according to the law that they proclaim 

to you and according to the word that they say to you from 
the book of the Law and they shall tell to you in truth’ 
(11QTa 56.3–4; cf. MT Deut. 17.9) 

  ימיהם מאה ועשרים   ויחתכו א֯מר לא ידור רוחי באדם לעולם    ואלוהים 

 נה ש̇ 
 ‘..and God  said, “My spirit shall not dwell with man for-

ever, and their days shall be determined to be one hun-
dred and twenty years…”’ (4Q252 1.1; cf. Gen. 6.3) 

1.3. Samaritan Hebrew 

Like its Tiberian counterpart, the Samaritan tradition combines a 
relatively early (primarily consonantal) written component with 
a comparatively later pronunciation component (that includes 
consonants and vowels). In general, the Tiberian and Samaritan 
traditions employ weqaṭal and we-yiqṭol similarly. Divergences 
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are often explicable as interpretive differences, where one tradi-
tion or the other has a more nuanced purposive/result we-yiqṭol 
in place of a less semantically specialised weqaṭal form or vice 
versa. Consider, by way of example: 

(8) 
SP 

הארץ  (  wyafqəd)  ויפקד פרעה  (  wyāš)  ויעש על    ויחמשפקדים 

(wyɑ̊̊̄məš ) השבע׃ את ארץ מצרים בשבע שני 
MT עֲשֶּ֣ה ה    יַּ עֵֹ֔ ד פַרְּ קֵּ֥ יַּפְּׁ רֶץ    וְּׁ ים עַל־הָאָָׂ֑ קִדִֶ֖ חִמֵש  פְּ י    וְּׁ נֵֵ֥ בַע שְּ שֶֶ֖ יִם בְּ רֵַ֔ רֶץ מִצְּ אֶת־אֶ 

ע׃  הַשָבַָֽ
 ‘Let Pharaoh do [this] and appoint overseers over the land 

and take one-fifth of the land of Egypt during the seven 
plentiful years.’ (Gen. 41.34) 

In (8), the MT, Joseph’s advice to Pharaoh is conveyed in a varied 
series of verb forms, consisting of a morphologically long yiqṭol, 
a morphologically short we-yiqṭol, and a weqaṭal, all apparently 
with 3rd-person directive force. The SP, conversely, uses a series 
of we-yiqṭol forms (some morphologically short). If SH  ויחמש 
wyɑ ̊̄məš for MT   וְחִמֵש ‘and let him take one-fifth of’ is secondary, 
it seems to have less to do with post-classical we-yiqṭol’s eclipsing 
of weqaṭal than with the perception that classical we-yiqṭol better 
suited the context than weqaṭal. 

There is, however, one relevant systematic change. Where 
the MT has a weqaṭal form of a I-y qal verb the SP written tradi-
tion (like its Tiberian counterpart) is frequently ambiguous, but 
the SP reading tradition consistently records we-yiqṭol. Though 
some of the following could conceivably be attributed to inter-
pretive differences, their sheer number shows the broad nature 
of the shift. 
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וּ || ’wyiddāʾu ‘and (Egypt) will know וידעו  עַ֤ יָדְּ  ;MT Exod. 7.5) וְּ
see also Exod. 14.4, 18; 29.46; Num. 14.31) 

א || ’wyiṣṣɑ  ‘and (the people) will go out ויצא  יָצָָֹ֨  .MT Exod) וְּ
16.4; see also Exod. 17.6; 21.2; 34.34; Lev. 14.3, 38; 16.18, 
24; 25.28, 33, 41, 54; Num. 34.4, 9; Deut. 21.2; 23.11)  

וּ  || ’wyiṣṣɑ  ‘and (water) will come out ויצא  אֵ֥ יָצְּ  .MT Exod) וְּ
17.6) 

ב || ’wyiššɑ b ‘and he will dwell וישב  יָשַ֛  .MT Lev. 14.8; Num) וְּ
32.17; 35.25) 

ש  || ’wyīrɑ š ‘and he will possess ויירש  יָרַ   ;MT Num. 27.11) וְּ
see also Deut. 3.20; 

וּ || ’wyūsīfu ‘and (the officers) will continue ויוסיפו  פ  יָסְּ  MT) וְּ
Deut. 20.8) 

אוּ֙  || ’wyīrāʾu ‘and they should fear וייראו  ֵּ֣רְּ יַָֽ  ;MT Deut. 28.10) וְּ
31.12)7 

Another indication that the Samaritan I-y qal weqaṭal to we-
yiqṭol shift is part of a broad linguistic change is the correspond-
ing Samaritan shift of I-y qal wayyiqṭol (Samaritan w-yiqtol) to we-
qaṭal, e.g., ויצר wyɑ ̊̄ṣɑ r ‘and (the LORD) formed’ ||  ֩וַיִיצֶר (MT Gen. 
2.7) (Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 173, §2.9.8), a shift that even affected 

 
7 Also possibly relevant is the case of וילדו wyēlēdu ||  ּו דֵ֥ יָלְּ  ,MT Gen. 31.8) וְּ
8; see also Exod. 1.19; Deut. 21.15); but see Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 139, 
§2.4.3) on the ambiguity of the form. Perhaps also in the case of  ויסף 
wyɑ ̊̄səf ‘and he will add’ || ף יָסַַ֤  ,MT Lev. 22.14; see also Lev. 27.13, 15) וְּ
19, 27; Num. 32.15); see Ben-Ḥayyim (2000, 139, §2.4.2; above, ch. 11, 
§§1.3; 2.4). The shift does not obtain in the case of וירד wyɑ ̊̄rɑ d ‘and (the 
hail) will fall’ || ד יָרַָ֧  ;MT Exod. 9.19; see also Exod. 11.8; Num. 16.30) וְּ
ק || ’wyɑ ̊̄ṣɑ q ‘and he will pour ויצק ;(12 ,11 ,34.11 יָצַַ֤  MT Lev. 2.1; see) וְּ
also Lev. 14.15). 
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3FS forms, e.g.,  ותשב ותלך  wtɑ ̊̄lɑ k wtɑ ̊̄šɑ b ‘and she went and sat’ || 
שֶב וַתֵלֶךְ֩  וַתֵָֹ֨  (Gen. 21.16), which have developed a secondary a–a 

realisation apparently inherited from the related qaṭal form 
(Khan 2021, 331; cf. Ben-Ḥayyim 2000, 173, §2.9.8). Together, 
both of these departures from classical norms that focus on I-y 
qal verbs—in comparison not just to Tiberian Hebrew, but to 
most Samaritan verb classes, too—exhibit the penetration of later 
features into the reading tradition where the written tradition 
was amenable to the shift.  

1.4. Ben Sira 

Notwithstanding the book’s relatively late provenance, the lan-
guage of BS—so far as it can be assessed given the extant textual 
sources—is remarkably classical. Post-classical roots and lexemes 
abound (Dihi 2004), but the grammar, while not devoid of post-
classicisms, is an impressive imitation of CBH. The poetic nature 
of the material doubtless contributes to its classical mien. 

Indeed, the poetic nature of BS makes it difficult to detect 
diagnostically post-classical instances of we-yiqṭol. In an exhaus-
tive discussion, van Peursen (2004, 166–79) surveys we-yiqṭol 
forms throughout BS’s multiple witnesses and finds CBH parallels 
for nearly all of them. Arguable exceptions, perhaps indicating 
the adoption of post-classical conventions, occur in conditional 
clauses: 

לשדדים׃  ואסגירנואם יסור מאחרי אשליכנו  (9)  
 ‘If he goes astray after this, I will cast him away and hand 

him over to robbers.’ (SirA 1v.8 = Sir. 4.19b) 
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תקוה לטובתך׃   ויהי  תטיב אם טוב תדיע למי (10)  
 ‘If you do good, know to whom you are doing it, and there 

will be hope for the good that you do.’ (SirA 4v.28–29 = 
Sir. 12.1) 

בנחת׃ תן לבך להתירא ממנו  ויהלךוגם אם ישמע לך  (11)  
 ‘And even if he shows regard for you and walks peacefully, 

commit your heart to being in fear of him.’ (SirA 5r.9 = 
Sir. 12.11) 

ולא יכאב לו וירששךאם שלך ייטיב דבריו עמך  (12)  

 ‘If you have any possessions, he will speak pleasant words 
to you, and he will make you poor and it will not grieve 
him (SirA 5r.27–28 = Sir. 13.5) 

According to CBH syntactic norms, in place of the above we-yiqṭol 
usages, one would expect weqaṭal forms, whether encoding an 
ancillary condition in a compound protasis or beginning a condi-
tional apodosis (bare, clause-initial yiqṭol would also be possible 
for the latter).  

1.5. Rabbinic Hebrew 

Entirely lacking weqaṭal (and wayyiqṭol) except in biblical cita-
tion, RH has regular recourse to we-yiqṭol (in addition to other 
alternatives) where BH has weqaṭal (Bendavid 1967–1971, 
II:559–60). Consider the following contrastive pairs of BH and 
(Tannaitic and Amoraic) RH examples: 

(13a) ... ן וּ עָוֶֹ֖ אֵ֥ לאֹ־יִשְּ ... וָמֵָ֑תוּוְּ  

 ‘…lest they bear guilt and die…’ (Exod. 28.43) 
(13b)  ונמות אבל אנו לא נחטא  

 ‘but we will not sin and die…’ (Sifre Bemidbar 10.33) 
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(14a)  ֙ה נַעֲלֶה נוּעָלַֹ֤ ּ֣שְּׁ יָרַּ הּ  וְּׁ אֹתֵָ֔  

 ‘Let us go up at once and occupy it’ (Num. 13.30) 
(14b)  את ארץ ישראל   ונירשונלך  

 ‘…but we will go and inherit the land of Israel.’ (Sifre Be-
midbar 10.33) 

(15a)  ּכו י יֵלֵֶ֖ ר פָנֵַ֥ תִיוַיאֹמַָׂ֑ הֲנִח ּ֥ ךְ׃  וַּ לַָֽ  
 ‘And he said, “My presence will go with you, and I will 

give you rest.”’ (Exod. 33.14) 
(15b)  לך  ואניחהמתן לי עד שיעברו פנים של זעם  
 ‘Wait for me until the face of anger passes and I will give 

you rest.’ (b. Berakhot 7.1) 
(16a)  ם וּ לָהֵֶ֗ את ׀ עֲש   ֹ ז חָיוּ  וְּ תוּ וְּׁ א יָמֵֻ֔  ֹ ל ... וְּ  
 ‘but deal thus with them and they will live/so that they 

may live and not die…’ (Num. 4.19) 
(16b)  ויחיה בני בקש עליו רחמים  
 ‘my son, request mercy form him and he will live/so that 

he may live’ (b. Berakhot 34.2) 

2.0. The Tiberian Reading Tradition of Classical 
Biblical Hebrew Texts 

We now turn to the Tiberian reading tradition of CBH material, 
where a limited degree of the weqaṭal to we-yiqṭol shift has been 
detected (Joosten 2017, 30–33). At issue here are a relatively 
small number of I-y qal verbal forms where weqaṭal morphology 
has arguably been secondarily updated with we-yiqṭol vocalisa-
tion. All cases involve we-yiqṭol forms of the verb  יָרֵא ‘fear’, most 
instances the repeated phraseology ּיִרָאו עוּ וְּ מְּ  they will hear and‘ יִשְּ
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fear’, where it is argued that the original weqaṭal reading was 
along the lines of ּאו יָרְּ עוּ וְּ מְּ   .יִשְּ

ם (17) כָל־הָעֶָ֖ וּ וְּ ע  מְּ יִרָָ֑אוּ יִשְּ ... וְּׁ ; cf. 2Q11 f1.2  ויראו; SP וייראו wyīrāʾu 

 ‘And all the people will hear and will fear…’ (Deut. 17.13) 

ים (18) אָרִֶ֖ הַנִשְּ וּ וְּ ע  מְּ יִרָָ֑אוּ  יִשְּ ...וְּׁ ; cf. SP וייראו wyīrāʾu 

 ‘And the rest will hear and will fear…’ (Deut. 19.20) 

ל... (19) רָאֵֶ֖ כָל־יִשְּ וּ  וְּ עֵ֥ מְּ אוּ  יִשְּ יִרִָֽ ׃וְּׁ ; cf. SP וייראו wyīrāʾu 

 ‘And all Israel will hear and will fear…’ (Deut. 21.21) 

There is at least a modicum of subjectivity in this assessment. 
Could the meaning here not be something like ‘they will hear so 
that they fear’, rather than ‘they will hear and fear’? True, we-
yiqṭol with final semantics is especially common after volitional 
forms—short/clause initial jussive yiqṭol, imperative, cohorta-
tive—and the X-yiqṭol order in the cases cited make it unlikely 
that the ּעו מְּ יִרָאוּ  forms that precede יִשְּ  are jussive. Even so, final וְּ
we-yiqṭol sometimes follows non-volitional forms/clauses, e.g.,  

Interrogative with agent-oriented yiqṭol 

וּ (20) רַ֤ ּ֣עֲשֶהמַה־ אֵלָיו֙  וַיאֹמְּ ךְ נַּ ק לֵָ֔ ת ּ֥ יִשְּׁ ינוּ...  הַיֶָ֖ם וְּׁ עָלֵָׂ֑ מֵַֽ  

 ‘And they said to him: “What shall we do to you, that the 
sea may quiet down for us?”…’ (Jon. 1.11) 

Conditional future yiqṭol 

הָאָרֶץ֩  (21) ם תֵעָזֵֶ֨ב וְּ רֶץ מֵהֶֶ֜ תִּ֣ יהָ  וְּׁ תֹתֵֶ֗ שַמָה֙  אֶת־שַבְּ ם...  בָהְּ מֵהֵֶ֔  

 ‘But the land shall be abandoned by them and enjoy its 
Sabbaths while it lies desolate without them…’ (Lev. 26.43) 
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Simple past qaṭal 

אתִי (22) אַהֲבַי֙  קָרַָ֤ מְּ מָה לַַֽ וּנִי הֵ  י רִמֵ֔ י כהֲֹנֵַ֥ קֵנֶַ֖ יר וּזְּ י־ גָוָָׂ֑עוּ בָעִ  וּכִַֽ שּ֥ כֶל֙  בִקְּׁ מוֹ אָֹֹ֨  לֵָ֔

יבוּ יָשִֹׁ֖ ם׃ וְּׁ שַָֽ  ס  אֶת־נַפְּ
 ‘“I called to my lovers, but they deceived me; my priests 

and elders perished in the city, for they sought food to 
revive their strength.’ (Lam. 1.19) 

Past habitual yiqṭol 

ר אַחַר֙  (23) ה הַדָבָ  ב הַזֵֶ֔ א־שֵָ֥ ַֹֽ ם ל עֶָ֖ וֹ יָרָבְּ כ  ה מִדַרְּ יָשָב הָרָעָָׂ֑ עַש וַּ֠ וֹת וַיֶַ֜ צַ֤  כהֲֹנֵ י  הָעָם֙  מִקְּ

וֹת חָפֵץ֙  בָמֵ֔ לֵּ֣א הֶַֽ מַּ וֹ יְּׁ י אֶת־יָדֵ֔ י וִיהִֹׁ֖ וֹת׃  כהֲֹנֵֵ֥  בָמַֽ
 ‘After this thing Jeroboam did not turn from his evil way, 

but made priests for the high places again from among all 
the people. Any who wished, he would ordain that they 
be priests of the high places.’ (1 Kgs 13.33) 

Nominal clause 

א (24)  ֹ יש ל ב אֵל֙  אִֵ֥ יכַזֵֵ֔ ם  וִַֽ ם...  וּבֶן־אָדֶָ֖ נֶחָָׂ֑ יִתְּ וְּ  

 ‘God is not man, that he should lie, or a son of man, that he 
should change his mind.…’ (Num. 23.19) 

One might also compare to Deut. 31.12–13, where the 
yiqṭol-weqaṭal form of v. 12 (22) is paralleled in v. 13 (23) by a 
weqaṭal-infinitive construct sequence. 

עַן (25) מַָֹ֨ וּ ...לְּ עֶ֜ מְּ ן יִשְּ ּ֣עַּ מַּ וּ  וּלְּׁ דֶ֗ מְּׁ אוּ   יִלְּׁ יִָָֽֽרְּׁ הוָ ה וְּׁ ם אֶת־יְּ הֵיכֵֶ֔ ...אֱלַֹֽ ; SP וייראו 
wyīrāʾu 

 ‘…that they may hear and that they may learn to fear the 
LORD your God…’ (Deut. 31.12) 
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עוּ֙  (26) מְּ וּ ...יִשְּ דִ֔ לָּ֣מְּׁ אָֹׁ֖ה וְּׁ יִרְּׁ הוָ ה לְּׁ ם...  אֶת־יְּ אֱלֹהֵיכֶָׂ֑  

 ‘(And their children who have not heard) will hear and will 
learn to fear the LORD your God…’ (Deut. 31.13) 

In this pair of verses, explicit final forms— עַן   מַ  וּ וּלְּ דֵ֗ מְּ יִלְּ in v. 12 and 
ה  אֶָ֖ יִרְּ וּ—in v. 13—are paralleled by weqaṭal forms לְּ דֵ֔ מְּ לָ   in v. 13 וְּ
and  ּ֙או ֵּ֣רְּ יַָֽ אוּ֙  in v. 12 (while וְּ ֵּ֣רְּ יַָֽ וּ  ,is orthographically ambiguous וְּ דֵ֔ מְּ לָ   וְּ
is an unequivocal weqaṭal). The point is that even in cases where 
a finite form can be interpreted as having final semantics, MT 
Deuteronomy is content with a weqaṭal (though, as we shall see, 
the Samaritan tradition has וייראו wyīra ̊ʾ̄ u here). 

Something in the way of circumstantial evidence may be 
gleaned from the ancient Hebrew and foreign language textual 
witnesses—though, given the semantic range of weqaṭal and al-
lowing for orthographic ambiguity, most of their renderings can-
not be considered probative regarding the identity of the form 
translated. The Aramaic and Syriac yiqṭol forms are opaque. The 
Vulgate reads one future and two subjunctives. The relevant 
BDSS form in 2Q11 f1.2 (=MT Deut. 17.13), written ויראו, is 
equivocal. By contrast, the Samaritan forms, which are spelled 
with mater yod, are consistently and transparently yiqṭol accord-
ing to both the written and reading components of the tradition, 
i.e., וייראו wyīrāʾu—in line with the Tiberian reading tradition. Yet 
this is also the case at Deut. 31.12, example (22), against the Ti-
berian tradition. 

The foregoing facts are subject to various interpretations. 
Arguably, one of the more compelling is that a form intended to 
be read as weqaṭal ּאו יָרְּ -was secondarily reinterpreted in the Ti וְּ
berian vocalisation tradition as we-yiqṭol ּיִרָאו  in line with trends וְּ
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seen to varying degrees in Second Temple Hebrew sources. This 
is not surprising, as various scholars have highlighted features 
within the Tiberian pronunciation tradition that indicate that, 
while preserving Iron Age features and not immune to Byzantine 
and medieval developments, it substantially crystallised in the 
Second Temple Period. 

3.0. The Tiberian Classical Biblical Hebrew 
Written Tradition 

The obvious implication of all this is that, when it comes to in-
ternal Tiberian written-reading deviations such as these, the Ti-
berian reading tradition should be regarded as temporally 
removed from the pronunciation tradition implied by the conso-
nantal text. This is borne out in numerous pieces of evidence, as 
seen throughout this monograph. Yet, as has also often been em-
phasised, it is not the whole story. Frequently, the Tiberian con-
sonantal tradition itself bears witness to the very secondary 
features adopted that have become characteristic of the reading 
tradition. Consider an example relevant to the issue under exam-
ination here: 
  



458 The Historical Depth of the Tiberian Reading Tradition 

 

(27) 

MT 

אֶת־הָעָם֮  ו וְּ ם לֵאמֹר֒ צַ  ים אַתֶ  רִֵ֗ בְּ בוּל֙  עַֹֽ ו אֲחֵיכֶ ם בִגְּ נֵי־עֵשֵָ֔ ים בְּ בִֶ֖ יר  הַישְֹּ שֵעִָׂ֑  בְּ

וּ אּ֣ ירְּׁ יִִֽ ם וְּׁ ם מִכֵֶ֔ תֶֶ֖ מַרְּ נִשְּ ד׃  וְּ אַֹֽ  מְּ

DSS ים בשעיר  העם צו לאמר אתם עברים בגבול אחיכם בני עשו הישב[  ]ואת

 [ם֯ ונשמרתם מאד כ מ֯] ויראו

SP בשעיר  היושבים עשו בני  אחיכם בגבול עברים אתם לאמר צוי  העם ואת 

 מאד׃  ונשמרתם מכם(  wyīrāʾu) וייראו
 ‘And command the people, “You are about to pass through 

the territory of your brothers, the people of Esau, who live 
in Seir; and they will be afraid of you. So be very careful.’ 
(Deut. 2.4 || 4Q35 f56.9 || SP) 

Here the orthographically unambiguous Tiberian we-yiqṭol form 
וּ ירְא  אוּ is arguably less felicitous than weqaṭal וְיִ  יָרְּ -since the mean ,וְּ
ing is not purposive ‘you are crossing into their territory… so that 
they fear you’, but one of mere succession, one event leading to 
the next. Crucially, though, given the mater yod, the written and 
reading components of the Tiberian tradition are in harmony 
here; similar harmony characterises the written and reading com-
ponents of the SP at this point. For purposes of contrast, one may 
compare the BDSS text 4Q35 f56.9, which has the more ambigu-
ous spelling ויראו, perhaps (but not certainly) reflecting a weqaṭal 
form. If the MT form here is secondary, it shows that the yiqṭol 
morphology has penetrated into not only that layer of the reading 
tradition reflected in the medieval vocalisation signs, but also 
into that reflected by the matres lectionis, which were presumably 
added earlier on, probably in the Second Temple Period. 

Similarly, and of more immediate relevance, in a fourth oc-
currence of the ּיִרָאו עוּ וְּ מְּ  :formula, in Deut. 13.12, the text reads יִשְּ
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וּ  (28) עֶ֖ מְּ ל יִשְּ רָאֵֵ֔ כָל־יִשְּ וּן וְּ רָאָ֑ יִִֽ ... וְּׁ  

 ‘And all Israel will hear and will fear…’ (Deut. 13.12) 

This case differs from the rest in that the we-yiqṭol form ends with 
paragogic nun. While qaṭal forms with paragogic nun are not un-
known in the MT (there are three of them: Deut. 8.3, 16; Isa. 
26.16), they are more than one-hundred times less frequent than 
yiqṭol forms with the same suffix. In this case, again, there is har-
mony between the Tiberian written and reading traditions. Either 
the we-yiqṭol form here with paragogic nun is original or the his-
torical depth of the secondary we-yiqṭol analysis in the Tiberian 
tradition extends beyond the levels of vocalism reflected in 
niqqud and matres to consonantal realisation. 

4.0. Conclusion 
This leads us back to the three other cases of ּיִרָאו וְּ עוּ  מְּ  If the .יִשְּ
apparently problematic we-yiqṭol readings of וייראו and  ויראון are 
rooted in the written tradition, then perhaps cases in which we-
yiqṭol ויראו has been seen as a secondary vocalisation are not de-
viations from the ostensible pronunciation underlying the written 
tradition, but reliably conserve it. There are at least three ways 
to interpret the evidence: 

1. We-yiqṭol  in place of weqaṭal is strictly late, in which 
case all supposed forms—whether in the written or reading tra-
dition—must be explained as late. This could mean anything 
from the late composition of the entire surrounding text, through 
the insertion of a late gloss, to a corruption, to the secondary 
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updating of the consonantal text by means of addition of a mater 
or paragogic nun. This option seems extreme. 

2. On the other extreme, on the basis of the consonantal 
evidence of we-yiqṭol for weqaṭal, one might adopt the view that 
all cases of suspected interchange are acceptable CBH, so that no 
secondary process in line with late Hebrew trends need be enter-
tained, except for the notion that such early instances are authen-
tic forerunners in the vein of what would later become more 
established convention. 

3. There is also a preferable middle path between these ex-
tremes. This involves allowing for both the early agreement of the 
Tiberian written and reading traditions on characteristically late 
features and the deviation of the reading component from the 
typologically earlier profile of its written counterpart in line with 
Second Temple developments. Whether this is analysed as the 
early original use of a characteristically late feature secondarily 
extended within the reading tradition or as a process of second-
ary development within the written tradition, the implication is 
the same: less remoteness between the written and reading com-
ponents, which, even in the case of apparent secondary develop-
ments, should be seen as largely overlapping on the historical 
continuum. 

Similarly, in the case of we-yiqṭol for weqaṭal, it is possible 
that a certain number of I-y qal forms vocalised as we-yiqṭol began 
as weqaṭal forms, so that there is a degree of dissonance on this 
point between the written and reading components of the Tibe-
rian tradition. But given the consonantal testimony regarding the 
feature, this dissonance should not be interpreted as a chasm be-
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tween the two. Obviously, linguistic continuity typifies the rela-
tionship between the written and reading traditions when it 
comes to the vast majority of linguistic features. But even in dis-
sonance there is continuity. The distinction between the written 
and reading components is one of degree, not essence, character-
ised by drift along a continuum within a continually recited tra-
dition, rather than a clean break and restart within the tradition. 



 

 


